
UNITED ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION JCY

Or. James R. CanpbeH, Ph.D.
Program Manager, Previously Owned ProDerti«Keystone Environmental Services Inc436 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1940Pittsburgh, PA 15219
Re: ,- _. Investigation Reportfor the South Cavalcade Site
Dear Dr. Campbell :

I an writing you to transmit the final set of EPA comments on thedraft Remedial Investigation report. These comments were discussed atthe February 19, 1988, meeting with you and your consultant. At the
meeting, we gave you two sets of comments: one developed by my staffand the other by the EPA technical oversight consultants. Today'stransnittal consolidates these comments.

I understand that you are already revising the draft report inresponse to our comments. I suggest that, after you have finished a
section of the report, you send that section to EPA for review. I wantto emphasize that we will need agreement on the factual issues in theRemedial Investigation report no later than mid-April so that you can
meet the June 13, 1988, delivery date for the draft Feasibility Study report

Please call Jim Pendergast of my staff at (214) 655-6735 to discussany questions about these comments*
Sincerely yours.

OJc

oo

Larry D. Wright, Chief
Superfund Enforcement Section

Enclosure
cc: D. Sorrels, TWC

L. Mays, COM
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME I OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT
No Pag<? Par Line

2
3
4

5

6

vi
X

xii i

xvi
xv i i

2
2
-

2
1

7 Ail Figures

8 1-1

0 1-1
10 1-3

2

Comment
Add a list of acronyms.
Add discussion about general ground water r lcw direction.
Correct the range of copper concentrations.
Replace the column headings for "Maximum Detected Concen-
trations" with "Maximum Sample".

4 Replace "two" with "one".
--- Correct the discussion to note that there was an increase

in downwind concentrations for phenol, as stated on page
8-17.
All the f igures using the plan map as the template were
not very clear. To improve this, erase the figure behind
the "Notes:" , "Legend", and numbers for c lar i ty .
Furthermore, the site boundaries should be more distinct.
Shaded areas should not be superimposed; the clarity is
lost in reproduction.

11 1 - 14 2
12 1- 14 3

13 1- 14 Sul lets

14 1 - 15 4 1
3-1 1 2

text should begin by describing the purpose of the
report, how and why the study was initiated by Koppers who
the PRPs are. The draft report seems to imply that, the
North Cavalcade site is more of interest; put the emphasis
herj on the South Cavalcade site. Section 1.4 could be
modif ied as appropriate and moved to the beginning of the
chapter.
Add a paragraph to discuss the areas surrounding the site.

Tab 1-1 The date of Meridian ownership does not agree with the
date on Figure 1-2. Hake the appropriate correction.
Also reference this work as the McClel land Study.
Reword "PRP criteria adopted by EPA" to better express
what you are meaning.
Define "Level A".
Add the Work Plan to the Appendices if you reference it.

-ditto-

O

O
O

15 1-18 1 The numbers do not total: 21 *9 does not equal 29*2.
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Mo Page Par Line
15

EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
Comment

1 - 19
3-1
3-1
3-2
3-2
3-16
3-21
3-21
3-25
3-25
3-27
3-27
3-31
3-31
3-31
3-32
3-32
3-32
3-34
3-34
4-25
4-34
5-6
5-8
5-9
5-22
5-25
8-1

1
2
3
2
4
4
3
3
2
4
2
3
i
3
4
1
1
3
2
4
4
2
2
2
3
4
4
1

2
2
1
1
1
2
3

16
3
7
7
2
3
2
1
£
4
2
1
2
f

it
\

10
9
2
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6
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17 2-4 5 5

18 2-10 5 1
19 2-13 3

20 Figure 2-1

21 Figure 2-3

22 Figure 2-5

23 3-1 --* —— -
24 Section 3.4

Identify who reported the subsidence.
Replace "1986" with "1987".
Identify the median income and age groups. This infor-
mation is ava i l ab l e from the census and also from the
North Cavalcade RI report.
The arrow pointing to the site implies that the site is
only a small part of the actual site. Move the arrow to
the border of the s i te , and emphasize the site boundaries.

The soil map should extend farther north and the soi l
units should be defined in a key.

The map does not clearly dist inguish the industrial and
mixed residential areas. The shaded area should be
defined on the figure.
The plans should be referenced.
Add discussion of the depths to which anomalies can be
resolved and the general advantages/disadvantages of each
method.
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No. Page Par Line
25 3-3 1 1

26 3-5

27 Section 3 .4 .2

26 Table 3-1

29 3-7 2 4
30 3-1 1

ED ITORIAL COMMENTS ON VrLUME 1 continued
Comment

31 3-13 2

32 Figure 3-4

33 3 * 16 4 9

34 3- 17 2 7

35 3-17 1&2

36 Sect ion 3 . 6 . 4

37 3-20 3 3
38 3-21 3 4

39 3-22 4

m
O

O
O

Describe why the Lee Modification was used for the
resistivity survey (paragraph D? Identify what the
apparent res i st iv i ty data (paragraph 5) is compared to.
A fifth item should be added concluding that the EM
prof i l i ng method is the most appropriate for the site and
was selected.
Add a map showing station locations and conductivity
results to help the reader draw the same conclusions that
the text does.

Areas A24 through A26 are not off-s i t e background
according to Figure 3-2, Sect ion 3 . 5 . 2 should a l so be
modif ied to reflect this.
Def i n e "aerial photography anomaly areas" .
Uere the samples composited, and if so, at what lengths?
From what in terva l s were samples col lected and,
considering that an average of one sample was obtained
from each boring, how were the selection criteria
pr ior i t ized?
Describe the criteria used to determine whether soil odors
and oily residues were present.

Note number 4 is incorrect as no we l l s contain the CAV
pref ix . A note should be added indicating that MW, PO and
DW, pref ixed we l l s were dr i l l ed as part of the site study.
OTERS, should be OTHERS in Legend.
Insert "necessarily 1 1 after "are not".
Replace "to" with "beyond1*.

Reword paragraphs 1 and 2 to report depths re lat ive to the
ground surface, the water table or to hydrostrat igraphic
units to place the lithologies in proper context.
Ident ify the percentage of samples that underwent
surrogate testing.
Replace "two" with "the two upper".
Add the Field and Sampling Plan to the Appendices if you
reference them.
How were the sections of wel l casing and screen joined?
Uere any glues or adhesives used? How far did the sand
pack extend above and below the wel l screen?
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No Page Par Line
40 3-22 6

EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
Comment_______ ______

41 Table 3-2

42 3-25 4 5
43 3-26 1

44 3-29 18-2

45 Table 3-3

46 3-33 Tab 3-3

47 3-37 3 7

48 3-39 i

49 3-40 1

50 Figure 4-3

51 Figure 4-5

52 Figure 4-l i
53 Table 4-1
54 4-25 3

Discuss the potential volat i l izat ion affects of air l ift
we l l development on vo la t i l e organic concentrations In
groundwater near the we l l s , and the poss ib le impacts on
VOC sampling re-su i t s .

Why aren't we l l s P06, P07 and C7-OW-01 , all listed in
Appendix F, Volume 3. presented here? State how the we l l
development purge volumes were calculated.
Replace the comma with a semicolon.
Uhat was the source and chemical quality of the injected
water? Uhat is the precision and accuracy of the water
level indicator devices? How were the raw data reduced?
What method was used to calculate hydraulic conductivity? O

Clar ify what intervals were p lugged . In what ways would
pumping fresh water into the boreho le have affected
aquifer chemistry?

O
The table is inconsistent with the text referring to this

table (Section 3 .9 , page 3-32) .
Reword the t i t l e to indicate that these are the HSL
organics which were sampled during the f ie ld work .
The so i l sample QA samples (bottom paragraph) are located
in Appendix S, not Appendix Q, Volume 3, as stated.
Some of the numbers of samples disagree with the text on
page 7-4 and with the data in Table 7-2.
Descr ibe the use of data under each va l idat ion c las s . For
examp l e , the qua l i f i ed data can only be used to indicate
the presence of contaminants, and not to quant ify the
magnitude.

The fault symbol should be defined to indicate which block
was uplifted relative to the other.

The data points used to generate the subcrop map should be
included. Some comment appl ies to Figure 4-6.

Add bor ing A26-SB03 to the p lot .
Geologic Unit number 4 is not defined in the text.

The text should include a discussion of City of Houston
water supply we l l s located east of the site, and any
effects these wel l s may have on solute migrat ion.
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ED ITOR IAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i continued
No Page Par Line
55 Figure 4 - 1 1

Comment

56 4-32 Table

57 Figure 4 - 13

58 4-44 i 3
59 5-7 last

60 5-10 I 2
61 5 - 10 3 3
62 5 - 1 1 Tab 5-3

5 - 14 Tab 5-4
5- 18 Tab 5-5
5-23 Tab 5-8

63 5- 17 1 4

64 5-2 1 2 12
65 6-1 2 2
66 6-1 3 4

67 6-2 3 7

68 6-3 4
69 6-3 4

7-1 2
7-15 2
7-23 i
7-30 1

3
10
14
14

8

The f igure is exhaust ive , yet unreadable . A larger scale
map showing a sma l l e r area wou ld be more appropr iate . The
City of Houston water we l l s 1085 and 1086, located east of
1 -59 (present in the N. Cavalcade R l ) , are not identified
on the Figure.
The hydrogeologlc units presented here should be related
to the soil units discussed in Section 7. Page VI of the
Executive Summary presents these relationships.
Analys i s of Figure 4-1 and the inset on Figure 4 - 13
indicates a contact between the Lisse and Beaumont
format ions ex i s t s south of we l l OW01 . The fence d iagram
should be rev ised to ref l ec t th i s .
Ident ify which sample is from the deep aqu ifer .
This is awkward; it is already in Section 5. Reword the
paragraph.
Replace "3-10" with "3-3".
I n se . t "Round 1 and Round 2" after "of the".
Sp l i t these tables to separate the water and sed iment
data. This w i l l a l l o w the tab les to more c lo s e ly f o l l o w
the text . At present , it is awkward to keep f l i pp i ng
pages to understand the po in t s made in the text .
Add a statement about b i s (2-e thy Ihexy 1Jph tha l a t e to show
that it is also found in the blank, and is a l ikely
sampling induced contaminant.
Replace "disclosed" with "observed".
Insert "the" before "character".
Add a sentence to ident i fy the number of va l i d ,
qua l i ta t ive , and inva l id samp l e s .
The text impl ies that both the geophysical anomal i e s map
and the organic vapor headspace measurements were
virtual ly ignored when generating the surf ic ia l soi ls
anomalies map (Figure 3-3) . Is this true?
Replace "was" with "were".
This sentence is unclear; it can be interpreted to mean
that inva l id data were used in the evaluat ion. Inva l i d
data should not be used. Ue bel ieve you mean to say that
some qualitative data were used along with the val id data
in the evaluat ion.

Or^
vO
oo
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ED ITOR IAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
No, Page Par ktDJ. Comment___________________________
70 6-3 4 5 Ident i fy the sample numbers with in this sentence.
71 6-4

72 6-5

73 6-9

1 6 Replace "29 rag/kg" w i th "be low the method detect ion
l eve l " . Otherw i s e , the next sentence becomescontradictory.

Tab 6-1 Redo this tab le using units of rag/kg . This w i l l better
support the discussion on page 6-4.

Fig 6-1 The shading of the unpaved areas distracts from the
surface and surf i c ia t so i l sta in ing areas. Remove the
unpaved area shading unless it is essent ia l for yourdiscuss ion.

74 Sec t ion 6 .4

75 7-1 2

76 7-2 2
77 7-3 2
78 7-4 2

79 7-4 2fc

80 Tab 7-1

81 7-13 3

82

8

4&6

7- 16 I
7-16 3
7-23 2
7-24 1
7-30 2
7-31 2

1
4
3
9
3
2

Incorporate the resu l t s of the Cavalcade ContaminantSurvey .

Ob j e c t i v e s of the groundwater qual i ty eva luat ion shoulda l so inc lude :
a.
b.

83 7- 16 1

An eva luat ion of the extent of contaminat ion
Migra t i on of compounds, both la tera l l y and vert ica l

c. Evaluat ion of potent ia l source areas.
Def i n e "useable quant i t i e s" of grounduater and Un i t s 1 -4 .
Add the va l idat ion status for the ground water samp le s .
Are the to ta l s for ground water samples correc t? You l i st
62 tota l samples w i th 22 total QA/QC samp le s . This g ives
40 total f i e l d sample s . On page 7-3 you l i s t 60 samp le s .
The numbers of groundwater samples d i sagree wi th page 3-39and Table 7-2.

List the hydrogeo log i c un its , discussed in sect ions 7.6through 7 . 7 , next to each sample .
Add a sentence to state that these compounds are not
l i ke ly contaminants at the creosote s ite,
Ue prefer that you use the number of locations where
contamination was detected rather than the number of
samples . One object ive of the RI report is to ident ify
the extent of contamination; the locations are a better
indicator df extent than are the samples .*t

Begin the sentence by stat ing HIn the other X bor ings , " .

CO
O
fO
vQ
O
O

ly.

006308



EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
Comment

84 7-16
7-24
7-33

*MHVH

31
3

6
11

6
ReplaceH
«

"no"M
*

with«11
"no11

M

detectedoft
aon

H

ug/ l ) " .ti
n

85 7-16 3
86 7-17 3

7-25 1
87 7- 18 F ig

7-22 Fig
88 7-19 2
89 7- 19 2

7-21 i
90 7-19 3

7-27 2
91 7- 19 2&3
92 Section 7,

3
3

7-1
7-2

10
9
1
1

93 7-25 1

94 7-26 1

95 7-26

96 7-28 2
97 7-28 2

98 7-30 3
99 7*31 1

16

Begin the sentence by stating "In the other 12 we l l s , " .
Replace "fair ly wel l distributed" with "found".

« ft « (i n n

Add the COM w e l l resu l t s .
ft ft ft It H

Add a figure to show the volat i le compounds.
Insert the max imum COM concentrat ions .

The f irst sentence either belongs in the above paragraph
or e l se should be a separate paragraph.
Restate when the prev ious samples were co l l e c t ed .
Tables 7A-3 and 7A-4, referred to in the text, contain a
number of samples that appear to be incorrectly assigned.
Based on the Unit 2 and Uni t 3 def in i t ions g iven on page
VI of the Execut ive Summary, the f o l l ow i ng Uni t 2 samples
should be ass igned to Unit 3: A01 -SB09-30 , A03-SB03-21 ,
A03-SB05-22, A05-SB01-19, A06-SB03-19 and A06-SB04-12. If
the assignments are correct then a review of how Unit
assignments were made would be appropriate.
Insert "which cou ld account for the var ia t ion" after
" locat ion" .

5 The second and third sentences in this paragraph say the
same thing about each round of sampl ing. Uhy not delete
"Round 1" froir the second sentence, and de lete the th ird?
The PAH comparison table should include dupl icate resu l ts
or the higher reported value of a duplicate pair.

4 Delete "at Monitor ing We l l SCK-MUll snd".
9 The rev iew wou ld be more eas i ly conducted if the resu l t s

were directly compared in a table.
4 Replace "100" with "10".
9 Define "useable quant it ies" of grounduater.

O

O
O
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No

100 7-31 3

101 7-34 i
102 7-34 3

7-34 4
103 7-35 2

104 7-35 3
105 7-36 3

106 7-36 I

107 7-36 2

108 7-40 Bul
7-41 F i g

ets
7-6

109 7-34
7-40
x i v

1 10 7-43 i
7-44 2

111 7-45 3

112 7-46 1

ED ITOR IAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i cont inued
Comment_____

7A-1
7A-4

7A-6 —--
7A-9 - - - - .
7A- 10 ———-

Compare the meta l concentrat ions to ths background for
Uni t 3. Al though not an exact compar ison, we be l i eve the
th i s background sample can a l so serve to ind icate thebackground for Un i t 4.
Insert " In CAV-OW06" after "compounds" .
Add the maximum values of the sampl

H H tt t* - - es

In l ine 4 , reference a map to Ident i fy these areas , and
in l ine 5, append "and had concentrat ions exceed ing 1mg/kg " .

Add "There were xx of these b o r i n g s . "
Th i s paragraph is unc lear . We are not sure which area youare d i s cu s s i ng . Reword to make it c l earer .
The numbers in paragraph 1 do not corre l a t e w i t h F igure s7*3 to 7-5 .

The three gambles 2 shou ld be i d en t i f i e d , Accord ing to
Tab l e s 7A~3 and 7A-5 , some of these samp le s were from
bor i ng s outs ide of the s i te boundary. The f i na l sentence
of the paragraph contradicts what is stated In paragraph3, and shou ld be removed.

I d en t i fy the l eve l s of surrogate and laboratory responses
which you used to determine the press/ice of contaminat ion .
Add a map and d i scuss ion for vo l a t i l e s and me t a l s .

tt I* H M H ft »

I den t i fy the method detect ion l eve l .
H ft

Add the mi s s i ng aquifer th icknesses .
Add the mis s ing ground water vo lumes .
The units shou ld be the same as in the text (mg/k g )t in tt t# if H it « « -

*« »
« «
w (i
ft M

o

O
O
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i continued
Uft

1 14
Camnient_

Appendix 7A

US Appendix 7B

1 10

1 17
118

1 19
120
121
122
123
124
125

o-<i

8-3
8-12

8- 13
8-13
8- 16
8- 16
8- 10
8 - 1 9
9- 1

Tab
2

1
1
4

4

4

3
-

8-1
13

5
6
1
1
2
1
_ _

126 9-4

127

128

9-5 Tab 9-1
9-6 Tab 9-2
9-9 Tab 9-3
9- 10 Tah 9-4
9- 12 Tab 9-5
9- 13 Tab 9-6
Tab 9-3
Tab 9-4

9-11

Thera appear to be errors In the val idat ion status of AOS-
SB06-07, In the chromium and copper re su l t s of A10-SB04-Q8
and in some PAH results of A02-SB03-21, A03-SB01- 1 1 ,
A26-SB05-X9. compared to Appendix Q, Volume 3.
The val idat ion status of all samples is miss ing and the
VOC results of MWOl-001 and MW12-001 are missing.
Appendix R, Volume 3 also Indicates that Table 7B-5,
samples MW12-001 are incorrectly reported. The sampl ing
dates should be given on Tables 7B-13 and 78-15 .
Add some discussion on data val idat ion for air samples.
Add the time of day to the co lumn headings.
The last part of the paragraph is confusing. One sentence
states that it is imposs ib le to evaluate co l l ec t ion e f f i -
ciency whereas the nex t sentence says it is sa t i s fac tory .
Reword to c lar ify the points you are making.
Replace "27" wi th " 17" .
Add "which have MEG's" after "investigated".
Replace "27" with " 17" .
Add "which have MEG's" after "analyzed".
Replace " l im i t s " with "MEG' s " .

3Def i n e trace quant i t i e s as " l e s s than 0 . 0 1 ug/M " .
Reference the guide l ines used tc perform this pre l im inary
PHEA.
The term "l ight aromatics" should be defined. In terms of
a 1 1 s t of compounds.
The tables are miss ing means and some data, and are not
consistent when report ing zero occurrences. We prefer
that you use the same format for these tables as you
used in the Texarkana RI report.

-ditto-
-d i t to-

Unit 1-3 numbers do not track the data in Appendix Q,
Volume 3 and with Appendix 7A< Expla in on how these
tables were developed.
Rephrase this section to c lar ify that the selected PCOC's
are those compounds which were used at the faci l ity. This
also requires that the compounds related to historical
operations be discussed at some location in Section 1.

O
O
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ED ITOR IAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i continue

130 Tab 9-5

131 Tab 9-6

132 9 - 15 So i l s

Major d iscrepanc ies ex i s t w i t h Append ix R, Volume 3
Append ix ?B and this tab le . In addit ion, the higher
reported value of a dup l i cate pair should be l i s t ed .
The numbers shou ld be checked against Append i x R, Volume3. Cadmium re su l t s here are Incomplete .
The pathways for the trespassers a l so apply to the on-s i teworker s . Fix the tab l e to show this .

133 9 - 15 Sed iment Access i s not restr i c ted for a l l d i tches . Therefore , the
9- 16 2 2 term " tre spas ser s " is not c omp l e t l y accurate. We prefer9-26 Sediment the term "non-workers " .

134 9 - 1 8 2 2 Rep lace "two areas" w i th "two detected areas" .
135 9 - 19 2 2 Rep lace "both areas" with "both detected are--s " .
136 9-22 2 10 Reference the l e t t e r from USFWS.

CM
T~

tO

'-U
O
O

10
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ED ITOR IAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 2 OF THE DRAFT Ri REPORT
No_ Page Par Line Comment
1 Append ix G Add the 9/ 17/86 letter from James Campbe i l which requeststhe rev i sed sampl ing program.

No. Page Par Line
1 A-6 Figure

ED ITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT

2 c-1
S-i
S-l

3 C-2

4 C-3

5 C-4

6 C-6

_ , _ _ ~. a o x i i - y sana. In
A26-SB03 also shows a clayey sand at 51
De l e t e "genera l " and "genera l ly" .

« M

Note 2 What is this de s c r i b i ng?
2

Table
3 13

7 C- l l 1 1

8 C-l l 1
C- l l 3

9 E-9 Tab le
10 Append ix I

1 1 J - 13 Table

12 J - 14 2 7
13 Append ix L
14 Appendix Q
15 Appendix R
16 Appendix S

Ident ify in this paragraph a h igh value from the data.
This is needed for comparison to the low values discussed.
The "zero" for zinc should be "4" .

Insert "tota l aromat ic hydrocarbons' * after "samples" .
The f i r s t part of the sentence is mi s s ing .
Show the data regard ing the rep l i ca te s .tt « (i n it H

The data are mi s s i ng f rom the tab l e ,

The s h a l l ow p lot f^r 8/20/85 is e i ther mi s-dated or out oforder.

The s i eve curve for SCK-P01 on page A-5 does not intersect
the 10* li"£. Therefore, the Hazen approximat ion shouldbe < I .O x iO .

Replace " less 1 1 with "more".

Add the we l l records for we l l s 407, 408, and 436.
Some of the unit number assignments appear inconsistent.
Add the val idat ion status for each sample .

Is the 2-methylnaphthaIene value for A13-SB01- 10 (0.ug/kg) correct? Al so , the 2-nitrophenol and 2 ,4-
dimethy Iphenal values disagree with Appendix R, Volume 3for sample MW12-001. Uhlch is correct?

oo

1800
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i OF THE DRAFT R! REPORT
Nc Page Par Line Comment

2 1-1

3 1 - 14

1 - 18

5 Figure 2-2

6 Section 2 . 2 . 3

7 2-10 3

8 Sect ion 3

9 3-12 1

ft is unclear why the conclusion was reached that no
surficial contaminant source areas were disclosed giv°n
that soil staining was noted at a total of 44 bor ing
locat ions.
The section should include a discussion of the operational
practices and compounds used in the former wood preserving
treatment and tar disti l lation operations. This would
give better perspective to the detected compounds that are
discussed later in the report.
Add a subsect ion which identif ies the contaminants related
tc the historical operations and which were expected to be
found onsite. You also need to br ief ly discuss the chemi-
cal and physical propert ies of these contaminants. The
tox ico log ica l properties can be discussed in Section 9.
Add a subsection which discusses the extent and nature of
the contaminant prob l em . This is a required i tem under
the 1985 RI guidance.

There is no topographic evidence for the pond area
discussed on page 1 - 12 and indicated on Figure 1 -5 . Any
reason for this?
What effects would regional subsidence have on the
aquifers and aquitards discussed in this report?
Do the cited hazardous waste releases affect the South
Cavalcade s i te? Each incident must be identif ied in a
table as to the locat ion. I am part icu lar ly interested if
there is a release of any contaminant for which you
tested.
The report does not ind icate that any decontaminat ion or
rinseate samples were collected for laboratory analysis.
The purpose of these samples is to verify the adequacy of
the f ie ld decontamination procedures for all down hole
equipment. Since this f i e l d quality assurance procedure
was apparently not undertaken, there is no way to know
whether the stated decontamination procedures (Sections
3 .6 .3 , 3 .6 .2 , 3 .7 .2 ) were adequate or i f cross-
contamination may have occurred.
How represantative of soils contamination are the
headspace measurements thought to be?

Ki
\£>
O
O
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i continued
Page Par Line Comment_____________________

10 Figure 3-3

U 3-22 4

12 3-25 2

13 Figure 4-4c

14 Figure 4-4e

15 Section 4 . 2 . 7

16 Section 4 ,3 .2

17 Figure 4-13

An evaluation of Appendix C, Volume 2 and Figure 3-2
indicates that the surficial soils anomalies map may be
incomplete. There are a number of auger bor ings in areas
A01, A02. and A25 that had lab headspace readings greater
than lOOppm (Appendix C), yet none of these boring
locations reside within Area A or are depicted elsewhere
on the Figure. The soil boring program (Section 3 .6) also
failed to investigate many of these anomalies. How do
Areas A, B, C correspond to A01 - A28?
The text indicates that approximately 20 percent of the
monitoring we l l s present on-site contain no bentonite seal
between the sand pack and grout. En particular, wet Is
P01, P02, P03, P04, P05 and HU23 have no bentonite seal
above the wel l screen, possibly creating some
interconnect ion of aqu ifers (see comments on Sect ion 4),
In addition, the ceraent-bsntonite grout may have
inf i l trated into the underlying f i l ter pack, affect ing
f ie ld permeability tests, water level monitoring and
groundwater quality sampl ing re su l t s .
Was the turbidity of co l lected samples noted? How would
not f i l ter ing affect the interpretation of the metals
resu l t s?
The figure shows that MU16 is screened in a sandy clay.
The log for the wel l shows a clay. Therefore, are the
data from this we l l meaningful? Note that this uel i alone
causes the interpretation of a northerly f low on the
southern side of the property (Figure 4- 17, page 4-42) .
The figure shows that P05 is screened in a sandy clay.
However, the we l l log shows a s i l ty sand and a nearby
boring shows a clayey sand. Therefore, do you believe the
data from this we l l is mean ingfu l? Note that P05 had the
lowest hydraulic conductivity (two orders of magnitude)
amongst al l the borings tested in this aquifer (Tab le 4-7,
page 4-43) ,
The section is of general interest, but needs to have
recharge rates quant if ied to be relevant to site
hydrogeology.
What is the estimated hydraulic conductivity or recharge
potential through this aquitard*
The fence diagram (Figure 4-13) is highly generalized and
infers lateral continuity of water-bearing zones, in
conflict with the cross sections (Figure 4-4A through 4-
4F) and numerous references in the text. Either note on
the fence diagram that the diagram is a simplification of
the local geology, or e lse delete the diagram.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
No Page Par Line Comment
18 4-32 2

19 4-34 4
4-39 3

20 4-36 2
4-40 3

21 4-36 2

23 4-36 3&4

24 Section 4 .3 .4

25 4-40 2

26 4-4C 3

27 4-43 Table

No hydraulic conductivity data are presented for the
sha l low aquitard (average depth 0-10 f t . ) . This
informat ion is needed to assess inf i l t ra t ion and poss ib le
contamination of the shal low water-bearing zone.
Why did you only use the elevation data fro-n November 30,
1987, in portraying the ground water f low? Is this date
typical of the other dates, or of the average?
Does this plotting program incorporate hydrogeolical
principles? If not, then we cannot accept the plot as
va l id >
Comparison of the potentiometric surface maps (Figure 4*15
and Appendix 1) with the base contour map of the sha l low
zone (Figure 4-5) indicates that groundwater is f l ow i ng
up-dip (west) to a point where the shallow zone would
become unsaturated approximately 1000 ft. west of the
s i te . Is there an explanation for th i s?
Uhy do the grounduater contour maps in Appendix I, Volume
3 change after August 1986? It would be he lpfu l to show
the location of the leaky pipe on Figure 4-15. What is
the estimated discharge rate of this pipe? How long has
the pipe been leaking?
How much water is estimated to leak through this aquitard?
Is leakage upward or downward?
The wel l s used to construct potentiometric surface maps of
the upper intermediate zone (Appendix I) are completed in
strat igraphica l ly discontinuous sand units separated by
clays having hydraulic conductivity values of 10-9. Also,
Figure 4-17 shows gradients to the west, based entirely on
a water level measurement in We l l MU23. All other maps of
the upper intermediate zone show gradients do the east.
Ue l l MU23 has an anomalously high water level, possibly
due to lack of a seal above the wel l screen. For these
reasons, the potent iometr ic surface maps for the upper
intermediate zone are meaningless.
Ue l l s POl through P05, used for fa l l i ng-head f ie ld
permeability tests of the upper intermediate zone, have no
seal above the well screen. The test results vary by
three orders of magnitude and are probably unrel iable.
How accurately can laboratory permeability tests be
related to in situ aquitard (or aquifer) hydraulic
conductivities? Is this aquitard thought to be a serai-
confining or., fully confining unit?
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
No Page Par Line Comment
28 4-43 Tab 4-7

29 4-45 3

30 Figure 4- 19

31 Section 4 ,3 . 1 1

32 4-49 2

We am not convinced that the hydraulic conductivity for
P05 represents the upper intermediate aquifer. Nearby
borings show clayey sand and sandy clay. The clays may
account for the conductivity which is two orders of magni-
tude lower than the average of the other three we l l s .
The value used for effective porosity of silt and fine
sand (0 .35 ) is incorrect. Effect ive porosity (specific
yield) of non-indurated silty sand is approximately 0.2 .
Using this value leads to ground water f l ow rates in the
shallow zone of 38 ft ./yr. Due to the unreliability of
hydraulic conductivity measurements and potentiometric
surface maps of the upper intermediate zone, groundwater
flow direction and rate is unknown for this unit.
Is DW02 too far to the west to have a chance of capturing
any potential contamination from the source areas? This
f igure suggestrs that we need a deep wel l to the east.
It is unclear how valid the vertical gradient values are,
based on the parameters presented in table 4- 10 . Uhat is
the range and standard deviation of the average water
level and monitor ing we l l depth values assigned to each
zone? How were monitoring well depths calculated? Were
they based on screened zones or sensing zones? Vertical
gradients and supporting data for set of nested we l l s
should be presented.
Vert ica l hydraul ic conductivity values are typical ly much
smaller than horizontal hydraulic conductivity values for
a given strata. Was this taken into account when
se lect ing the upper bound vert ical hydraulic conductivity
value?

O
O

33 Section 5 .2 .2 How were the f low directions estimated?
34 Table The fo l l ow i ng comments apply to all data summary tables

presented in Sections 5. 6, and 7 and Appendices 7A and
7B:
a. Both sets of results for duplicate samples should be
presented or, at a minimum, the higher reported value of a
duplicate pair should be listed.
b. Appendices P, Q and 8 of Volume 3 contain many J-
qualified values. Although the quantitation of J-
qualified compounds is uncertain, their presence in the
sample is certain. Therefore, list all data and add the J
identifier where necessary.
c. The results flagged with asterisks on the summary
tables have no similar notations in the Appendices. A
discussion of how these are assigned should be included.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
No Page Par Line
35 Section 5 . 3 .4

Comment

36 5-21

37 5-21
vii

14

38 Section 5 . 4 . 4

39 5-27 3 4
ix 2 1

40 5-27 4 2
ix 2 4

41 6-2 3 3
6-3 3 3

42 6-3 4 5

Are there any conclusions regarding potential source areas
or correlations with contaminated soils or groundwater?
The final statement on this page applies to zinc
concentrations only; cadmium was detected at 50 rag/1 .
We disagree. All you have shown is that the water concen-
trations are no more than sl ightly above the drinking
water criteria. However , you have not addressed toxicity
to aquatic organisms. This could be a prob l em as shown
below. ft is premature to make any statement about s ig-
nificance of contaminant levels in the RI, and that this
wi l l be addressed in the FS.

Pol lu tan t
Arsenic
Copper
Lead
Nickel
Si Jv e r
Zinc

Maximum
Sampje

56
17
31
36
11

140

EPA Chronic
Cr i t e r i on

48
12
3 .2

160
0. 12

1 10

Is It A
Concern?

maybe
maybe
yes
no
yes

maybe
units in ug/1

43 6-4 2

The term "detected" needs to be defined. The section
should include discussion of potential source areas,
re lat ionsh ip to surface water resu l ts , and comparison to
background l eve l s .
Ue disagree with the inference about PAH concentrations in
the sediments. The concentration of the background sam-
ple, SCK-SD11, is 7.7 mg/kg whereas the concentration of
the highest sample, SCK-SD04, is 236 mg/kg .
Ue disagree that metal concentrations ref l ec t background
conditions. Cadmium in SCK-SD03 and copper in SCK-SD04
are over double the background levels in SCK-SD05*
You are stating that the surrogate testing did not show
contamination in areas with observable so i l sta in ing.
Does this detract from the val id i ty of the surrogate
methods? Would residual contamination of surficial soils
be expected at the site? Were the sampling and analytical
programs adequate? Ware enough samples collected?
How were the four on-site surf ic ia l soil samples that
underwent analyses selected? The text must just ify that 4
samples are enough to adequately characterize surficial
soil quality of a 66 acre industrial site.
How were the four inorganic compounds selected as
indicator compounds?
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
Mo Page Par Line
44 6-4 last

Comment

45 6-4
x
7-16
7-24
7-30

Is there any direct evidence to support the statement that
geophysical anomalies are a result of f i l l materials
placed on-site?

Table Uhy is lead not l i sted? We understand that lead may not a
typical contaminant at a creosote site, but the site data

--- shows that lead was found in concentrations exceeding the
—- background. Therefore, include lead In these tables .

46 6-10 4

47 7-10 3

48 Section 7.5

49 7-15 1

50 7-16 1

51 Section 7 .6 . 1
Section 7 .7 . 1

52 Section 7 . 6 . 2

53 7-17 3

54 7-19 1

10

11

What do you mean by "s ign if icant"? Rephrase this para-
graph to discuss the factual findings and not a judgement
on findings. Significance wi l l be discussed in the Feasi-
b i l i ty Study report after the public health risk has been
evaluated.
We do not agree that all four locat ions show "fair ly
consistent" results. We l l MW-16 has chemical parameters
which are much greater than the parameters for the other
three w e l I s .
Given that MCL's or MCLG's ex ist for three of the detected
volat i l e organic compounds, why aren ' t vo lat i l e organic
results for groundwater discussed?
Accord ing to the soil bor ing location map (Figure 3-4 ) ,
approximately one third of the 88 soil borings were
col lected off-s i te . Uhy then were only two soil borings
chosen as being representat ive of background soi l
inorganic condit ions?
Unit i is defined here as be ing greater than 6 foot depth.
How appropriate is it then to compare soil inorganic
results to a background sample (A27-SB01) that has a
reported sample depth (Appendix Q, Volume 3) of 4 feet?
What are the conclusions regarding soil contamination?
What is the distr ibution of compounds detected above
background levels? How significant are these?
Discuss that volat i le organic compounds (exc lud ing
methylene chloride and acetone) were detected in 8 of the
18 shal low zone monitoring we l l s (Table 78-2) and benzene
concentrations were greater than 50 mg/1 in 4 locations.
Were the non-aqueous phase liquids noted in Wel l CAV~OW11
l ighter or denser than water? This has significant
Implications for solute transport.
Discuss the possible explanations for the differences in
pentachlorphenol detection between the previous and the
Rl-related sampling results.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 cont inued
Mo Page Par Line _Comment
55 7-20 2

7-27 3

56 7-25 1

57 7-26 i

63 7-36 1

64 Fig 7-3
Fig 7-4
Fig 7-5

65 7-40 3

68 Fig 7-6

U

58 7-29 1

59 Sect ion 7 . 8 . 1

60 Sect ion 7 . 9 . i

61 7-3 1 3

62 7-35

How representat ive of groundwater Inorganic chemistry are
the re su l t s from nonf i l t e r ed meta l s samples? This commenta l so appl ies to Figure 7-2.

What cou ld account for the order of magnitude decrease inPAH concentrat ions at we l l SCK-P03?

The occurrence of PAH compounds in all upper intermediate
zone w e l l s that have corresponding nested sha l l ow zone
suggests that cross-contaminat ion wh i l e d r i l l i n g the upper
intermediate zone we l l s I s a poss ib i l i ty . Al l poss ib le
PAH migrat ion scenar ios from the s h a l l ow to the upper
i n termediate zone, whether natural or man-induced, shouldbe d iscussed.

Why are meta l s concentrat ions higher at the northern endof the s i t e than the southern end?

Uhat is the re la t ionsh ip between the lower intermed iate
zone ( s i l t zone) water qua l i ty and Un i t 3 soi l qua l i ty?
It s hou l d be noted that 4 of the 5 Un i t 4 so i l samples
d i scussed here are located outs ide of the site boundary.How app l i c?b l e are the of f- s i t e r e s u l t s?

How do background concentrat ions compare to the inorganicind icator concentrat ions?

The tab le is m i s s i ng many samples (A01 -SB03, A01-SB04,
A01-SB09, A03-SB03, A 17 -SB0 1 ) that contain PAH ' s and
inc ludes some samples co l l ec ted outs ide the s i te boundary
(A06-SB04, A08-SB02) , Any reason for t h i s? A l s o , why
were bor ings A01-SB03, A01-SB09, and A03-SB05 not includedin th i s ana lys i s?

Uhat about AlO-SBOi? This bor ing has the highest concen-trat ion in the southeastern area.

The or i g i n of the data points on these f igures is unclear.
Why are some Unit 2 data points deeper than Un i t 3 datapo i n t s?

The method in wh i ch soi l and groundwater resu l t s were
composited needs to be expla ined in more detai l . The
va l id i ty of this approach should also be discussed.
The Uni t 2 boundary contour drawn around barings A26-SB04and A26-SB05 is inconsistent. Appendix Q, Volume 3
indicates tne only detected PAH compound at either site is
b i s - (2 ethy lhexy l ) phthalate. Occurrences of this
compound in other borings has been ignored. A l s o * why
isn't we l l OUQ6 shown on the map? Uhat are the
impl icat ions of this map, given note number 4?
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 cont inued
MO Page Par Li ne Comment
67 7-42 2

68 Sect ion 7 . 1 2

69 9-2 2 6

70 9-2 2

71 9-7 i

72 9- 1 1 3
xv i i 4

73 9- 1 1 last
Tab 9 - 10

74 Tab 9-7

75 9-20 2

76 9-24
9-27
xx i

Uhat accounts for o f f - s i t e migrat ion of PAH compounds tothe southeast? Accord ing to Figure 4-6 and the
groundwater contour maps in Append ix I , VoJume 3, this is
In the upgradient and updlp d i rec t ion . What conc lus ionscan be made regard ing VOC d i s t r i bu t i on s?
Why not ident ify the volume of so i l s associated w i th thecontaminated ground water?
How were the J values used?ca lcu lated? How were the geometr i c means

Was there any corre la t ion between areas of fac i l i t y
operat ions and areas of detected contaminat ion? Such a
corre la t i on could be used to ident i fy areas of potent ia l
exposure in the absence on analyt ica l resu l t s .

What about su r f i c i a l s o i l s ? Are these a l so of in tere s t?
What about future deve lopment which may resu l t in breach-
ing the paved areas? These issues must a l so be addressed.
Lead was found at concentrat ions exceeding the background.Why i s n ' t it cons idered a PCOC?

The occurrence of PCOC' s summary, item 2, is extreme ly
m i s l e ad i ng . VOC' s were not analyzed for in so i l s so theiroccurrence in so i l s is unknown.

An exposure pathway to o f f - s i t e worker s and res ident ia l
occupants due to o f f - s i t e migrat ion of surface water and
grcundwater should be inc luded and eva luated . A l s o , the
exposure to on-s i te workers is not on ly l im i t e d to dus t ;
some of the compounds, espec ia l ly benzene, can vo la t i l i z e
and thereby affect inha lat ion . These comments a l so apply
t o sect ions 9 . 4 . 1 , 9 . 4 . 3 , 9 . 5 , 3 and Tables 9- 10 and 9 - 1 1 .
The pos s ib i l i t y of downward m i g ra t i o n of denser than water
NAPL around old or porr l y completed w e l l s should beaddressed .

Some of the meta l s in the surface water exceed EPA chronic
aquatic water cr i ter ia . We d i sagree w i th this statementin the report .
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT
Page. Par Line Comment _______________________

1 A-l Table

2 C-l 1

3 C-l 1
4 C-3 3

5 Appendix I

6 J-l

7 J-2 Table

8 J-3

9 J- 12

10 J - 14

Explain why sample A14-SB03-19 has a hydraulic conductiv-
ity which is two orders of magnitude greater than the
others from this aquitard.

1 Uhat measure was evaluated? Were you evaluating the pre-
sence or magnitude of contamination? This paragraph
implies magnitude; the statement discusses presence.

11 How was agreement on negative correlations used?
--- Ue do not bel ieve you have sufficient data to make any

statist ical ly significant statement about x-ray fluore-
scence. However, we agree that your data and lack of data
shows that x-ray fluorescence is not a proven method for
this site.
Ue have problems with the manner in which these plots were
drawn. The computer only fits curves to data. It does
not provide hydrogeological interpretations. This becomes
very evident in the figures where new wel l s are added.
The additional information can radically change the
interpretat ion of the data.
The hydraul ic conductivity test procedure is questionable.
If static water levels are above the top of the confined
aquifer , the process of "saturating" the test 2one is
unnecessary and creates artificial static head (H ) .
We have problems with SCK-P05. Part of the boring log
f rom Appendix F shows a clayey sand. Nearby borings show
a clayey sand (A26-SB03) and a sandy clay (A26-SB08).
The fa l l ing-head test results vary by more than an order
of magnitude in each water-bear ing 2one.
The grain-s ize analyses in Appendix A indicate that Hazen
approximations of hydraulic conductivity are not valid (10
percent pass ing must exceed 0.1 mm grain s i z eJ .
Fal l ing-head < s lug) tests are l imited by the mater ia l
having the lowest hydraulic conductivity of the fo l lowing:

w"el I Screen
Filter Pack
Borehole (Jal I
formation near the wel l

It is not possible to determine which of these hydraulic
conductivities are being measured during a slug test.
Therefore, the slug test may not truly determine the
aquifer characteristics.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME continued
No Page £ar_ king. Comment

Appendix 3

12 s-5

13 Appendix S

Blank contaminat ion is not discussed in the text . How wasb lank contamination incorporated into the eva luat ion ofs am pi ing resul ts?

Add a d iscuss ion on prec i s ion . This i nvo lve s ca lcu lat ing
a re la t ive standard dev iat ion (XRSD) and comparing it on a
contaminant spec if ic basis to the KRSD from the EPA CLP
program. We have mai led you an EPA report which presents
the CLP resu l t s and describes the methodology for calcu-lat ing the XRSD.

The b lank samp l e SV08-01 has a high lead content, but all
of the inorganic data in Append ix P were portrayed as
va l i d . Doesn ' t the h igh lead blank make the lead results ^on ly qua l i t a t i v e?
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